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ABSTRACT S d

To examine PhiladelﬁQia's 1977 school budget crisis,

a chronology of events--from receipt of the prorcsed tudget to final

court approval--is listed. Many parties were. involved within the ' /

school district and in the community. Frequently, cne cr scre partie§

blamed other parties for creating the frctlem. LCirectcrs of each of

the five service components in Philadelphia's Cffice of Research and

Evaluation prepared statements detailing the impact cf Ludget

restrictions, particularly staff layoff, cn their respective

divisions. The five components are: administrative-and survey

research,_testinq, federal evaluation, pricrity operations, and

instructional research and development. Direcbrs reported that the

main effects of the budget crisis were low morale, unfulfilled - e

potential, and interruption of progras evaluaticns and report .

production. Recognizing that the budget crisis is a ‘pererrial’

problem, the Small Project Assessment Service was initiated to

provide directors of projects with limited funds and with technical

expertise from the Cffice of Research and Evaluaticns: While the

Service needs some revision, the concert is a gcod one--especially in

financially troubled times. (CP) . .
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is monegy.: how it is collected

n" T e

‘and services it buys. As of July 1, 1972, the School District of(?hiladelphia

/ o
One of’the ‘most. critical ijiables affecting the quality of schooling o
h

ow it is spent "who spends it, .and t\‘,goods

was $173 million short of . its.p#ﬁposed $ 84 million budget' for the 1977 l978 .
o A

,school year.i From March 1977 (when the ard of Education xeceived th@ pro—

. J L

) pbsed budget) untiD,November; 1977 (when Common Pleas Court judge granted

f1nal approval of a $50 million long)term loan) and beyond, the SChOOl Iis-

oAt
trict s financial problems were,page nae negs. Quite naturally, the Office

w1

7

of Research and Evaluation wasonot unaffected hy all of this. :}.v
. ’;A""’l.y S’ v . SRNEY B ‘ ’At-

bl
v v‘

This paper will examine' thg gghool pistrlct s ﬂudget crisis from three

perspectives.. First, the various/;aetors contributing to ‘the problem system/ﬂ/
wide will be examined including‘a?chronologyﬁof events 1eadin "to its resolu—.
. 7e e TXa . ’ B
‘tion (at least for this current year) \wL.‘ :J o { s

: e , X F\ v;, . . :.

Second, the\impact of budget problems on the Office of Researchzand

Evaluation in particular will be described Third, the Small Prbdekt Assess—

"

fal
ment Service, a procedure for the Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) to

provide program evaluation service beyond/its existiﬁg personnhl fesources

/

/!
will be discussed. The degrée to which this service cu/péntly utilized
. . ‘ .

s > .
‘as well as the potential for its‘future use are included, _ ! .
IT. FINDING THE.FONEY TO BALANCE THE.BUDGET: THE STORY OF A.$173 MILLION *

DEFICIT. ° - . ( T

. »

N £
November 16, 1277%c~The crisis, at least for the 1977-1978 school A_%H
i ‘ v . é.f - i v . ‘ _ , '.7 ’ o~ .
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' year, was'finail§ over. Nearly eight months after the Phikadelphia'Board-
v . ’ e . g i . --
of Education received a $684 million proposed b::fet with a projected def-
icit of $173 million, a Court of Common Pleas jufige granted fin approval§ 5

of a $50}m%l1ron long term loan. The bchoql District budget was balanced ‘

o

at $63§'million;§$49 miliion less than origina&ly-proposed: B e

i

+

o £, ‘ o ' ' co

The series of events whtéh‘occurged,from March tyfough November was in-
volved as any television melodrama, dnd featured a cast of‘thousands. Players
v R . ' . .

1nc1uded the 3uper1ntendent of %chools, the Board of Education, 30,000 em-

ployees (10, 000 of whom wege laid off for the summer, 2,000 permanently),<
¢ 8 Ty
teacher, adminlstrator and maintenence unfons, the Pennsylvanla State »

- .,,,

Legislature, the Mayor, €ity Council, the Philadelphia banking eommunity; .

255,000 school children and their parents, the,Citizens Committee on Public
. o ' . ! . o » )
! Education in Philadelphia, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, and a Philadel-

>
°

phia Court of Common Pleas judge. . ?‘» N
.o : - oo L : . 7

While there was a definiég la?k'of money for the schools throughout the v

summer of ‘1977, there mere no lapk'of solutions to‘resolve the crisis. These
: ) . 5 ) . “ o v,
solutions; for the most part* invo ved one or more- piayers" bdaming other
o 9 T
. 1ayers" for. creatlon of fhe problem.§ Each suggested jplutlgn for the bud-

-

oty

-get def1cit in(\riably came - at*ihe exbense of those‘"ﬁlayerg" who wete blamed

‘ & , . é \ .
There watho shortage off f%hger innting/ Depending on who wai iz;Pting, 3.
AN S . i B 4 1‘
everydne~at one time or anozzer was,responsible. ' 1? Y -
. v E 7 ")"‘ ‘V

e mayor blamed the Citizens Committee on Publ;e Education in Phiyadel—

tha (GCPEP) for- legal action that qugstioned loans netes ary to balaécé the ~

. *

budget . CCPE?P blamed fhe Mayor, Bpard oﬂ'Education, City Counci{ unions :
P . /

?nd the State Legislature foy failure jQintly share responsibility for .
; IQ X L " . /
Al - “rv ! Y ’l = 9 ’ ‘. . o “ ? » \l ) . i
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Paments hlamed;éhé Board of Education for irresponsible ‘spending, es-

pecially on union contracts and "frills" (chauffeur¢driyenﬁfars for Board

R4

members). ., The Board of Education blamed pressing demands from unions'aqdi

¥
.
o

V.'?"“",\\i_n}:reased costs offutilities and supplies. Tax revenues collected by‘thel

Vs 5

city for Sthool pistrict use'weﬁe g;t keeping pace with‘the rate of inflation.
. ' C e . . 4 ‘ : : S

)

i

|
!
a ’

In spite of a record tag,increase the.prqvious year, the schoéls were ﬁot
. : ! . . . ) ‘ , . ’
‘receiving a fair share. - For these-things, the Board blamed dlty Council.

®
N .
City Council blamed the Board for lack of fiscal responsibillty Giv1ng

morgmmcney to the schools, they 'said, would cut too déaply 1nto other nec-
essary city services. The Board.cited the Educationaﬂ-Home,Rule Charter: as
its,defense. The charter Provides,for a Mayor—appo%nted ﬁchool Board pWO-

‘hibited from levying taxes, yet empowered to negotiate contracts w1th teach— \

N .
ers’, adm1n1strators afid magntenence workers" bargaining units for raises

and benefits. e

\ N .
The unions, most notably the Philadelphia Federation of Teachers (PFT)

blamed the Mayor, City Councﬁk\éthe Board9§n§§£2e State. Io account for the\~g

majority of Ehe $l73 million, nearly 10,000 gchodl Distzict emr40yees were
laid off or term1nated PFT leaders refused to g1ve up any previously nego—h
tiated contract item, such as*increasing class size from 33t035,even41f such/
a.move would eventually result}in.bringing.more of its membership back to‘
work. iayvoffs'yould cost theﬁunioq'thousands of dollars:in‘duesﬁ one perjk :

cént of each member's salary ?oes.to the union.

® -
Lot o . R
K Virtually everyone in Philaﬁelvh bl ed the State Legislature a rural/’
suburban dominated body, split by its own special interest groups yet united
). : : .
) i
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1n its anti- Phil‘ﬁilphia feeling. - The Legi lature was- udable to settle .
on a new State budget and unwilling to ‘agree Ypn a subsidy/formﬁla to assistf
in funding any of its 504 Schliool Districts. Thg Legislature blamed the city'

‘

e schools. They were
2 @y

“

. ) . ‘ N
government for not doing enough-dn its own to hel

\

"anxious for the city to abolish its- appointed school board din favor of an
elected body which could raise taxes as needéd The Legislature was quick

to cite the fact that Philadelphia was the only school district in the state

. not to Have an elected. board ' . ‘ ' -
~Then, there was Philadelphia s banking community. ‘A congortium of local
\

banks and lending 1nstitutions led by one powerf}l banker régularly

School Board money to gperate the system. ~A)key element in the budget crisisg \

L *

settlemen% was‘a $50 million long-term bank loan. When a Common Plegs Court
P g .

Judge r&&éﬁ\the loan violated a - state law (ang was upheld by the $tate Supfff&’/”~

v

Court) the budget was no longer in balance. Without a balanced budget the

{

e

banks refused to provide anether type of loan ffe(schools needed -- shor;—

7 f a e

Jﬁﬂ‘the system regular revenues P

. a !
[N

. o® Y
The law was amended and the $§9 million loan approved but, until’ that S

»

P . . -
¢ fer Fa

~y

’

>

was. accomplished the bankers came under heavy G;iti)ism for ﬁailukf to

SUpply the guaranteed shontvte%mwl:ans. The School District missed its -
* = f .
payroll~by a full week, ‘and parents g:ggps threatened tb close/hccounts in banks
. ) . -. & - oy L . //. | ( ) . A
refusing to‘provide the short—term loans;_yl,'k. - ,31' \\\ - -
’ R . , i . L [ IN i
r “ ‘n., 4 ) 4‘ 3

The special $50 million loan was negogiatéd op the condition that the
» )

school budget could increase no more than‘?? per yéar fbr the Q\ps five yearé p
‘ ‘

- .
R Lo R 4
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/ (}he ter® of the loan). The head-qf the. consprtium used short¥term‘loanS'

as a lever;a no balahced budget nc shortrterm)loans: The School.District,
«in desperate need of:the money to save jobs and programs, accepted the con-
. ' »
" ditions. To some,;the bankers had finally - ta' na fi stepf;n the diree-
. . > "’/‘aﬁ’»' 1’,
_ tiomn of much neede*\fiscal responsibild\» ﬁo$ ;h %thools., To others, .the

’
bankers had managed foﬁmake a healtt y, t perpent interest ($12.5 milllon

S ar the $50 million longhterm loaa!i} the expense of School District pro-
: . 3 |

N

v\hn(grams and personnel.s > f‘h{; R
o b . M-’f T
Y [ + 4 \ .
5 ot ”* F1nally, there‘werg Students. While blameless, the bud-
O PR
EE A
o '-?3 get crisis and i'ts)resu til\g A&:ducti ffected them the most.
) b, BT A :
R So much for the cast ?E,Jg;yers he School District of Ph11adelph1a s

"Budget Cri31s of 1977-1978 .Unfortunately, the performance seems set for

A w ! .

o oy ‘ .
: \(:? a long tun; The,L&7%@l979 edition‘ie_gn;rgggllﬁiz\zroduction.
) . .‘." ﬁ'i.‘.’ ,u-.n', ’ .‘; ) : ¢
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- N
_Fb . 2 chronology of events for 1977-1978 follows:
‘ March 25, l9ﬂ7 '+ The Philadelphia Board of Education receives . t
% its 1977-1978 proposed budget calling for
. ) 9 . $684 mtllion. The barking community insists .
» ) -~ © " that the budget be balanced prior to its
formal adoption, .in order. for the'School
i!“ * District to qualify for short-term bank
‘ - loans to complete the 1976-1977 school year.
‘ . { ' ! W
N May 31, 1977 - The Board approves a balanced budget. Since
: the Pennsylvania State Legislature has not *.
.+ . agreed on tRe 1977-1978 State budget, the
‘ . éﬁi Schoel Dlsgrict is ynable to include any

-

State fundg over those received foir 1976-

. 1977. As result, $173 million reductions .’
L4 in personnel and programs are announced. )
o - Cuts include all servtces not mandated by \
3 " nl -the State. Kindergarten 4s eliminated;
’ (. L school libraries closed; varsity sports

. Lo abolish 32 schools shut; counselingi/\\

* . service:\cmrtailed., In addition, .food

,
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services, health services. enrichment programs,
art, music,. driver education, foreign languages,
alternative programs, tramsportation services,
security,_building'maintéhance and operations,
businéss operations, and data processing are

- all severely cut. In all, close to 10,000 ° v
School Distrift employees are.slated to be
laid off.

-

June 30, 1977 = As required by union contracts,,lay-off letters
: » -dre distributed to 10,000 work rs,tincludingl
néarly 2,500 teachers, 2,000 custodians, 1,400
noon-time aides, 1,200 cafeteria workers, 800
classroom aides, 700 non-teaching assistants, _ .
~ 400 secretaries, 300 bus drivers, 350 administré—
) . tors, and 26 staff members of the Office of .
- - Research and Evaluation.

JJuly 1, 1977 - There is no State budget. Th&re are no new
. ' .~ State monies for the schools. Lay-offs are in
effect. ‘Twelve month‘employees are immediately
, affected. Ten month employees are ruled eligible
J “to collect unemployment .compensation. Newspapers
are quick to cite how mic¢h money thése employees
Z are likely to make over the summer until they are
recalled to work; 'Lay-off Notices Made School
Workers Richer," headlines proclaim.

@,

’ E ‘. ¢
August 2, 1977 - State Legislators are still trying to agree on
: ©a budget that requires no increase in taxes
‘while fully funding all government services
.and giving additional aid to the public schdols.
They are not successful. Regardless of how they
try, this august body is always $300 million
short. - ‘ ;
At the School District's personnel office,
N . there is '"extreme uncertainty as to what will
happen in Septenber.!" School officials are
attempting. to assign employees to jobs and
buildings. Depending on the legislature, some’
may be hired back, some not. How many or which
ones are still in question. Teachers who were
not laid off, but whose particular programs
were cut back or eliminated, are particularly
v, uncertain. An experienced kindergarten teacher,
for. example, must now be reassigned to another
grade. Since the School District has been hold-
‘ing off on reassignments pending action frem the
legislature, the teacher is left waiting.
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‘August 20, 1977

August 23, 1977

i

August 24, 1977

~

: o ' . : i ",,D> (nm

J 3
A new State budget is finally adopted, . There ,
will be no new taxes., Instead, aid to the . .
state. colleges and universities is postponed.
Estimated cost for- the college aid is figured
to be $300 million. . Somewhere, there is logic
in all of this: : '

Money from the State -to the School District

" amounts to $50 million. City Council pledges

$10 million. The Mayor shifts $14 million in
welfare court funds to the schools. The deficit
is reduced to $99 million: The Superintendent,
feels schools may yet open on time.

The leader of the Philadelphla banking consortium
and the board meet to discuss tetms of a $50 million
‘loan which would reduce the defjcit to $49 million,.
giving the School pistrict a total of '$124 million.

The president'of Philadelphia Federation of
Teachers refuses to waive any portions of.its con-
tract im order to save money for the schools.

Banks promisé to/ lend the School District the $50
million. The m¢ney does not come without strings.
Along with the jeight pefceént interest, the Board

is expected to Qpld the growth of its expenditures
to no more tkan ggven percent per pupil annuallyé
over the five year term of the loan. The Poard's
budget has grown hetween 12 and 18 percent annually
sinceé 1967- 1968

1)

The board is split over the loan question. N
"It's Scarlet, O'Hara economics,” says one Board !
member. "'We' }I'worry (about the consequences of

the loan) tomorrow. One Board member opposes
the loan on the basis of the banks stricft con-
ditions. Another Board member is in favor of
operating without the $50 mi1110n "It only
digs us deeper into debt..,I think we ought to
bite the bullet." .

\ & ~
v Editorials in all three daily papers caution’
against the loan. CCPEP threatens suit if the
loan is accepted. ‘



- August 25, 1977 -

August. 27,1977 -

Augdst 31, 1977 -

Septembér 9, 1977 -

September 12, 1977

i

-~

The school Board meets td begin deliberations
on which jobs, programs and services will be=
restored ' ; . . o

- = 4

The Mayor announces that the city.would provide

.an additional $120 million to the  School District.

Starting with the 1978-1979 school year, the city

-would contribute $20 million 'in both 1978-1979

and 1979-1980, and $40 million in the 1980-1981
and 1981-1982 school years.. Critics say that the/
proposal makes no new money available now, and
leaves the- next.Mayor to pay for the current
Mayor s pledges . .

The Board of Education ends the summer-long
financial crisis by voting 5-3 to accept the
$50 million loan. Notices of recall are mailed
to three-fourths of the 10, 000 workers who were
laid off in June. Restored fully are kinder-
garten, sports, skills centers, food, health
and dental services and enrichment programs.
Partially restored are art, music, copnseling,
transportation, security, driver education, -
alternative programs, and chauffeurs for - " -

B oard members and top administrators. Earlier
reductions in administration, other educational
programg and maintenance workers, are not re-
cinded,

B

Schools open for the 1977—1978 academic year.

*

" Bus drivers, custodians and maintenance workers

for the School District strike in.an effort to
keep the poard from "stripping" the- maintenance
union's contract of benefits.\l?e Board seeks a
two year contract with no wage increases and re-
fuses to restore any of the 2,373 union members
laid off in June as long as there is-no contract.

- A$ a result, the School District has only 50 bus:

drivers to operate 262 buses.  In spite of no.
lunch and cransportation service, schools re-
main open.

The présidePt of the PFT instructs teachers
to report for work as usual, but to do no main-
‘tenance tasks. Teachers are directed not to work
once building conditions began to deteriorate. - L

\~

T
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September 15, 1977 - Although strongly in fgvor of solidarity,
leaders of the Philadelphia Federation of
,Teachefs (PFT) vote to allow the union's
22,000 ‘members to decide at a mass meeting
whether to cross picke® lines of bus and
maintenance workérs. Should teachers elect
not To cross the'lines, the effect on the
school system would be crippling.

2

September 20, 1977 - Rejecting the recommendation of its leader-

) 'ship the PFT vétes overwhelmingly to continue
to cross picket lines of striking bus and main-
tenance workers. Only 200 of the 12,000 union
members are in favor of honoring the lines.
Maintenance.workers crossed teachérs' lines,
~during an 11 week strike “in 1972-1973. With
its own contract due to ‘expire in September,

: 1978, the PFT chief negotiator commented that
" the teachers voted 'to go it alone next Sept-
ember."
+ .
. N ; v / !
September 28, 1977 - Negotlators for the School District and strlking

‘maintenance workers and bus drivers reach a tent-
ative agreement.

October 6, 1977 - By a vote of 1,269 - 1,109 mainténénce ‘workers
- and bus drivers reject the tentative September
28th settlement. :

October 13, 1977 - Steadily moﬁntimg heating problems and the ab-
o . sence of striking matntenance workers force
. the closing of 55 schools.

. - .
October 18, 1977 - - Negotiators for the School District and striking
maintenance workers and bus drivers reach a sec-

ond tentative agreement.

October 20, 1977 - After hearing the latest offer, at a mass meeting,
maintenance.workers vote by mail to finally end
~ the five week strike. The four year contract
calls for no wage increase the first year, in-
creases equal to whatever the teacheys get for
the second year ( a gamble which cod{d see the
workers getting nothing  the second year'also),

- . . I
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and "one~ghot" cost of living bonuses for the
third and fourth years. ' In addition, the Board
.agrees to increasé its contribution .to the workers
health and welfare fund from 60 percent to 100
percent by the fourth year. o :
October 20, 1977 - ‘A Common Pleas Court judge declares the $50 million
. loan from the banks to the School District illegal,
renewing the financial crisis. The ruling is un-.
expected by the School District. They immediately
appeal to the State Supreme Court. :

The rulfng forces the Board to re-balance thg
A budget or find $50 million more in revenues. A :
.- State law requires school districts to obtain courté
T ~ permission to finance unfunded debt. To do this, the
" district must prove four things: that the deficit
had been incurred legally; that without the loan,
serious harm would be done to'the city; that it
‘was imposgiblé to increase taxes to’eliminate the.
deficit; and that the deficit had been unforseeable.
The  judge ruled the deficit .was foreseen.

T ' : Without the ' $50' million loan, the budget is no
: longer balanced, and schools may be closed within
two weeks. “Without a balanced budget, the bankers ~
. may not provide the annual short -term loan to meet
. : payrolls at the end of October. -~

-

October 25, 1977 - The Goverpor'advénces $20 million in subsidies-to
: the School District to enable the system to r:q
main open beyond Friday, October 28. The city
agrees to advance $10 million. The .-Board votes
‘ to delay payment on debts falling due now (in-
cluding $11 million for the ®chool employees
retirement fund) in order to meet the Friday
payroll. Union leaders and parents threaten to
withdraw funds from any banks refuﬁ}pg to supply '
E the guaranteed short term loams. ¢

<

October 26, 1977 -3By a 4-3 vote,. the State 8upreme Court upliolds
.- the lower court ruling, refuslng to allow the
$50 million loan. The budget Temains unbalanced,
and bankers reiterate that they will make no
short term loans without a balanced budget.

-10- : -




¢
. Octqber 27, 1977 - The poard votes to keep the schools open for
- _ . T oat leqit two more weeks while the State Legislature
. tries to resolve the system's financial crisis. -A

bill under conbideration would exempt the Schooi
District, for one year from the law the Common
Pleas Court judge ruled it had violated.

Feacher, admipistrator and maintenapcé unions
agree t0 continue working without guarantee.of re-

ceiving their November 11 pay. -
S

5

~ November i, 1977 - The State Legislature gives final approval to
legislation that will enable the School District
\ to borrow $50 milligm, thereby rebalancin; the bLi—
)’ . get and keeping schools open.

o

November 10, 1977 - The same Court of Common Pleas judge who originally’
ruled the $5@ million loan illegal, ''reluctantly"
approves- the. loan following action by the State
Legislature. The approval is conditional, pending
approval of the final terms of the loan.

-

. b :
‘jovember 16, 1977 - With '"great trepidation' the Common Pleas Court -
o judge grants fingl approval of the loan, finally
ending the budget crisis for 1977-1978. The loan
set for 5 years at 8 percent each year, will actu-
ally cost taxpayers $12.5 million in interest.

Short term loans to meet payrolls and bills
are immediately negotiated.

Noyember 18, 1977 - School District employees receive checks due them
November 11, 1977. The judge warns the school
_ board that the next two years are "frought with //
- ' economic danger." :
-
-11-
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III. THE OFFICE OF RESLEARCH AND EVALUATION: BUDGET REDUCTIONS .STRIKE HOME

A. The Office of Research and Evaluation Described
. The Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) of the School Dis-
\» ‘
~trict of Philadelphia scrves teachers and administrators by providing
’ )

evaluations of instructional programs, creating innovative measure-

ment instruments, and communicating government—required\informat'ion. !

All functions of the Office of Research and Evaluation are co-
ordinated in the executiye director's office. As chief administrator,
the executive director is responsible for planning, establishing

policy, and monitoring ORE's five service components.

A
X

1. ADMINISTRATIVE AN£ SURVEY RESEARCH SERVICES: develops and
supplies required School District data to govermnment agencies,
s¢hool administrators, and other decision makers. One of its
major projects is a coméuterized directory file| of current and
historical information about the more than 245, 00 Philaaglphia
puBlic school children. The division conductp‘fof&ow-uposurveys

\ .

of former School District students and demogréphic and socio-
economic analyses of the present schooi population, and maintains
the Superintendent's Management Information Cehper, a collection
of pertinent ihformation a;;ut each school in the system.

2. TESTING SERVICES: plans and administers the citywide standard-
ized testing program. ;t organizes staff—dgVelopment sessions

AN
and prepares test-administration manuals to inform teachers,

counselors, and principals about the examinations. The division

- ]
Lo , -12-

-~

Q~‘- | 14 ‘ . ..




N

! ’

alsp interpr?ﬁs and distributes test results, school qummarv

profiles, aﬁé individual pupll—performance analyses.

FEQ@RAL EVALUATION RESOURCE SERVICES: personnel visit, evaluate
and reﬁort on Title I and otﬁer federally-funded programs for
1ogai, state, and national government agencies. FEvaluators con-
duct extensive observations, help develop and implement assess-
.‘meﬁt methods, and wrige reports which share results and recommend-
ations with administrators. Department personnel alsq consult
with project directors, to aid them in formulating objectives

and assessing attainment.

PRIORITY OPERATIONS EVALUATION SERVICES: assesses high-priority
eduéational programs af city and district levels. Evaluators

160k across district and project lines to discover and report
successful instructional practices, which might benefit all pupils
if more widely adopted. Department personpef evaluate early child-

hood education, al}ernative programs, .special education, career

s

~-. education, and basic skills projects. Other staff members are

¥ .
assigned to the eight districts to serve the district superin-

tendents, L

N

INSTRUCTIONAL, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES: assists Fhe
other divisions and departments,of DRE. It selects and creates
instruments for measuring pupil negds and educational progfesg,

Systems for performing stat&stical analyses, utilizing data fiies,

and scoring and cdmpiling citywide test results are developed

~13-
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and applied in cooperation with”SchbolfDi“rict data-processing

. ‘brofessgpﬁals. Staff membérs also edit‘and prepare ORE eroiect

. ‘;:?/} . . .
evaluations and other legally-required documents for publication.

B. The Effects of ludget Reductions on ORE : * 7
. ’ /

/ . Y I
Teachers and principals were not affected immediately by the .
budget reductions. Such employees, who normally wor the ten month

school year, suffered anxiéty and uncertainty about the fall, but

these employees normally do not work dufing Ju%y aﬂé August.

T
P Twelve month eﬁees who were laid off knew the effects of
the budgit crisis right away, On Thursday, June 30, they came to

work. Opn Friday, July 1, they did not.

‘

When various suggestions were offered as to which programs and
services:fhe board could best do without, Research and gEvaluation
‘was rarely mentioned. In fact, the head of the €Citizens Committee
on Public Education in Philadelphia called for an increase in the .
size of OkE. She cited the need for such service as being espégially
important in times when cuts had to be made. 'Who, she asked, could

‘better judge the effectiveness of school district programs than its

Office of Research and Evaluation? - : .

Y

In spite of the recognizéa‘need for evaluationrgservice, among
those not returning to work on July 1 were 26 (of 93) ORE staff
members. Budget cuts forced the office to lay-off nearly a quarter

of its total professional staff and over one-half of jts operating

16




. )
budget personnel. The remaining staff was left to provide service

beyond ekisting resources, ‘
) ' ‘ i \_/

‘/ . Directors of each of the five service components prepared state-

ments detailing the imnact of the;budget reductions on their respective

divisions if nothing were restored.

Is

Administrative and Survey Research Services (ASRS) reported that it

would expeet:

1.° Elimination of the ten-year enrollment summary report.
2, Delays in the pupil directory (1 month) - maégr impact. p

A )
3, Delays in all sufvey research (I month)
Shdrt range enrollment projection.

4, Delays in the Superintendent s Management Information Center
- materials -(2 months)

5. - Addition by 50% in time of ad hoc service responses to schools,

’

Division of Testing Services (DOTS) reported that it would expect:

1. Reduction by 2/3 of secretarial/clerical support.
(Could continue the testing program, but with timeline
o4 extended by several. months)

2. SOZ.reduction in services to schools,

Federal Evaluation Resource Services (FERS) reported that their work

could be completed, but with &elays. Since this division is federarly

funded, thenBuéget crisis imnacted on it the least.

Priority Operations Evaluation Services (POES) reported that it would

’ expect: ,

1. A 25% reduction in district field setvices.

l\
-15-
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Elimination of all Alternative .Programs evaluation and ‘

- theckpoint evaluation. ; : ' . B

[N

f - ~.."Y

) Delays in the Hahnemann Hospital cooperative program,
0 & ’ "
4. Elimination of the Early Childhood Evaluation Unit.and
and Early-Childhood Pupil Directory File.

,\‘/\l
(V%)

5. Sharp curtailment in direct‘services-to schools.
- oA .
6. -Reduction of services to the reading program,

-~

Division of Instructional Research and Deuelopment“Setvicés (DIRDS)
reported that it would,eipéglr - v ; -

1. ' Functional Literacy Assessment K
Reading, 12th grade - delayed.
B ¢* 11th grade - severe délays
Math - postponed one year

2. Increase in respbnse time for analysis requests, in=house
scoring services, and other in-house requests which would
further delay work to bé completed by other ORE divisions. )

I‘ ) —_—
{ ,
In a report to the Superintendent and the Board of Education, the Execu-

tive Director of ORE examined the division reports to produce a list of prod-

- //
14

ucts and services which would bg either reduced, diminished or eliminated as

a result of permanent reductions: ) : i.’ q

1. Documentation of thé impact of the Early Childhopd‘ProgTam.
2. Meeting Federal and State mandétes on time
a. Identify Title ] elijgible schools

b. Create lists of Title I eligibie‘pupils ? f///

N

c. Title I Needs Assessments - . ~5&*Q/

d. ESOL file . o : 67>

. e. Title I Evaluation Summaries. J

-

f. Title I application, — — -

18
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6.

10.
]
11,

12.
13,

14,

testing areas i
Peedback to préject personnel, staff adé%teat'
Pupil Directory/lnﬁormatign File (PDIF) '
a,. PRI? timelines cannot be met

b. Federal and State reporting requirement

. Title I eligibﬂe schools

+-d. Inability to nre—slng will jeopardize.abilitx to scoreitestys

in-house d

<

-

PRIF severely limited in direct service to schools

a. Rollbook leaves

<

b. Transportation planning and busing ' 5‘ N

»

c. Ad hoc reports (attendance areas, labels)

PDIF cutback would result in 1nterruption id the continuity of
other files and would jeopardlze data in all fjleg
) % . -

+

13

Ability to deal with new thera% repqrting system (RMC) _'Title I

Ability to maintain files and report results for thé .Functioénal
Literacy Assessment program - T . MR
Abillty to provide test results in same year, which means test

results cannot be used for organizational purpOses :
}Abillty to develop proposals to gencrate additlonal funds for

School District -, . . $ -
/ . . \'. .. . AN K

Elimination of all outside cooperative researchg\\

Use and interpretation of test data in school®s -

Ability to service ‘the following top system pﬁiorities:

Alternative Programs

{Fheckpqint Program

Evaluadion of service to Speakers of Other Languages

‘lé) ( A
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Language Skillsl
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Parenht Nurseries
~ Parkway Progranm

Franklin Learning Center
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As programs were réetored so too were(posrtians budgeted for evaluation
of thbse programs By September moq; of the ORE profe551ona1 staff had re—

turned. Of thé elght research associates, three research assistants and ﬁ%ur*

i

, -

reSearch1internszwho,mere originally cut, all but one research aSsociate re-

g

CLt s . i : . - ) 3
turned to the office. No directors, assistant directors or managers received

" notic Q?f égflf' AN Y
no 1ce_o 4}ay'o e o . ;
In spite of the 1is 6f?éfé§nctsvand services which would have been re-'__
. N7 ' h TN Y /

\.duced,'diminiéhed or e11minated as a result of the reductions, the main éffect%
“of the budget cffSis ‘on Okﬁ came‘in‘xhe orm of low morale, a sense of unful -

filledzpotential;.and a general inte'

) ) . . \.\ <

1. 'Low Morale

Loz . L [ Lo

As' in any bute: cnacy, éhe longer one ‘works in the system, the more

s

o i ‘ .' . i . N " l,#, "'.
2 ’ secure oneVQ ,psitionr Suqh st the case in the School District.
w— < 1', v - -
Since most advancement generally comes from within, and a teaching
‘ : - o e o I3 t
A certificate is the foundation upon which, careers are buil@, many 'Y
N [ ) . "', o '.'i :
_ « . v T ‘ ‘s ‘ N .
v . .o . N . . . ) N - 20 ) \\ .
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adminisﬁratorg found themselves back in the tlassroom (if only for a short

time). In terms 6f;morale, this may have been a come down, but it was better
* < . 4
L]

t

than unemployment compensation. ' St -
) . : - . i

K Ihe Office of Research and Evaluation is relatively new in the School -

N

+ district. There had always been avDivisiSn of ﬁ;;earch, but not until the
I

middle to late 1960's did the office as it is currently structured come .to be.

"ORE staff cameto the office with two different professional orientations:

. former teachers or administrators with minimum requirements in research“or
evaluation graduate work, but with years in the system; and university trained

B 4
specialists with direct related experience in research meehodology, test de-
velopment or evaluation, but with ro previous time in the system. The majority
of theistaff felludnto the latter category. Over time, the distinction be-.

tween these two of professional staff disappeared. New employees in

. - 4 . -
vthe officeftéme, for the most part, with the second orientation. As the field

of research and evaluation grew nationally, so too did the status of ORE and

-

the professional background of new employees in the office. ,
) N

N

Once cuts were announeed,‘however, the only thing that made a difference’
was permaneet time in the system. Many of the "outside the eystem' staff,
while working in ORE since 1968 or 1969 were appointed to their positions
through a testing procedure administrated by a previuus executive director
of the office. These employees were not officially tested through the office

of personnel until June of 1973. As far as cuts were concerned, that was the

. .

-

date that counted. Several research associates, through no fault of their
own, lost five years seniority. ‘In at least one .case, a research assistant

who#as dff’icia}ly tested through the personnel ‘ice, and subsequently

i
\
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-

appointed a research sssociate on a provisional basis in 1975, was placed
‘

higher on the seniority list than a research associate who had been working

*
a

provisionally in that ‘capacity since the early 1970's. One's first permanent _

> .
L

_appointment date served to decide;who stayed and who did not. Natufaily,
those staff members who came to ORE from the classroom were safe. SeQeral
had’appointment dates' in ﬁhe'mid 1950'8, when a behavioral objective was-
nothing mo%e than a gliﬁp'in the eyeé of Robert Méger. Few gave any thought then
then ﬁpntjoge day they would work in an office of research and evaluation.
Fer those whe were tested.as a gréup in June, 1972, the examination score
was used as fjnai arbiter.. A score of 86 on an aralvexaminétioﬁ kEpt énqnem—

ployed; a score'o; 85 led ;% the unemployment office. This created avéévere

--morale problem.

»

In the case of the research associates, there were 28 bodies to fill 20
. ,'A‘ - . N ‘1! . .
positions.  Depending on previous pfofessT%ni}/experiénce (a prior school

district‘position) and place on the geniority list, an equitable solution for

one associate meant unemployment for4another. That iitfi 1y>came down to

a differeﬁce of one point on a test was particularly ilin an office that .
specializes in test development and-statistical énalysis, among‘;fhet things.

*

*Is there a standard error of measure on an oral examination? o

The morale ploblem was fueled by several é;ievances which were initiated
over list positions, as well as a suit filed in Federal Court by three female
research associates. They claimed.racial and sexual discrimination over their
scores on the 1973 test which ultimately resulted in their lay-off four years

later. The suit forced several rdsearch associates, whoﬂyere not cut to retain
.

legal counsel for their own protection.

/
20 | | | '
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Even reinstatement.of seven of eight research essociates as well as three

]

researph assistants and four research interns did not appreciably boost morale
(

in the office. Scheol system morale as a whole was at 'an all time low. The

‘general attitude was one of "if it happened once, it can happen again."” The
fact that it came close to'happening again only two months later did not ease

thQse'feelings to any great degree.

\2. Unfulfilled Potential

J
Very much related to the low morale in the office came a sense

of unfulfilled pogtential. Not only for the ORE staff, but for all §choolx

™

District émployees. Traditionally,'workiﬁg for a school sydtem, if not well
paying, was secure. Only within the past three to five years has the gituation-

Eeversed, due to increasing salaries and declining enrollments. Professional

5 Meg and women who spend thousands of dollars to complete their academic train-
- B

y 4

}4L3.iqg from their first graduate course through the doctoral dissertation may

L&;ind themselves at a professional dead end. Regardless of how well they thay

o

write, or how much creativity and initiative they may display, there is precious

/ little room for advancement.

- ‘ \
There are three main ways to advance to a higher position in ORE

. , ~
-, (oé?;he school system in general): someone resigns or retires; someone takes

<A " .

. another ‘position out of the office or out of the system; or new positions are

created.

Within ORE, each manner, of advancement ig limited. The office ig
"yoyng. No director, assistant director, manager or associate is close to re-

tirement age.

-21-




‘//" gPersonnel in supervisory positions (those pgeviously mentioned) are
paid quite well ., Staff who hold such positions, gherefore, are not anxious
to take other positions outside the office. Supervisory research. and evalua-

tion staff in other cities are generally paid less then their Philadelphia

. / -
counterparts. . /} : ’ .

:
Newly created positions are generally funded categorically. These
new positions, however, have served ﬁbré to~keep the office from growing
o : .
smaller than to provide the means for expansion. As operating budget slots.
axe lost and funding on ;ategoricaily funded-positions runs but, new positions

P

are barely enough to retain the statusg quo.

Since July 1, 1975, the number of research associité™bositions has .
remained stable, One resigned, one left to take another position within Tbe
system, one was hired from outside the system (and terminated June 3G, 1977f}
and two research assistants have Been promoted to associate. A net change of

no new associates; promotion from within of two research assistants.

This lack of movement, coupled with the devéstating morale probiem
taused by the cuts, created a sense of unfulfillea potential in many of the
staff. This feeling (while hardly ORE specific) is less than comfoéting.

P )
Too many assistant professors of education waiting for tenure, too many
college graduates looking for teaChing positions, and too many te;chers ﬂolding
un-used principal certificates only share the feeling. It is something that

those of us who chose education as a career have to live with just now,

| ,. ' S
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Interruption of Sq&vice

i .

’ & . - .
The third main effect of the buvdget reductions on ORE came in the
[}

form of interrupted service. TheYe was a great loss of time. Summer 1is

§ - : ’
report writing season, The past year's reports and program evaluations

are comPleted while objectives for the coming year'srprograhs are dis—
cqéifd and formulated with project ﬁensoﬁnel.'

Y

, . S e
Report productiop was interrupted for five main reasons; first, a
lack of typing service due to vacations gnd the 1ay—off>of one-third of .

\

the secretarial staff; secopd, the lay-off of staff members rgsponsiﬁie
for writiné reports; thrd, the neéessity for staff n:mbers n6t familiar
with projects to complete reports started by liid pff staff‘membéFs
(these‘being over and above their own work léad); fourth, the delay in
analysis of data due to cuts in the Divisi&h of Dé;a Procéssing; fifth,

lay-off, reorganization and reassignment of project personnel which de-

layed formulation of 1977-1978 prog}am objectives.

Evaluations of the district reading programs serve as an example
Qf interrupted report production. Each of the five main reasons can be
cited to explain how the final evaluation reports for the 1976-1977 school

year were not published and released until March of 1978. \\

Each of the school system's eight administrative districts annually
,submits a comprehensive reading pla' to central administration. Four re-
search associates were responsible £fdr evaluating the plans (each - servicing

two districts). Research assistants were assigned to the five districts
-23- / /
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with the largest Title | populations to assist in the evaluation effort.

How these rODOFFS,fnormally published by September, were delayed uniil

March follows. Fach main reason-is detailed.

»

1. Lack of typing service: Secretaries who normally‘would be
typing final reports for other projects were ladid off. Re-
maining secretarial staff (one secretary) was left to com-
plete reports from Alternative Progr;ms, Career Education,
Special Education as well as the district reading reports.

2. Lay-off of staff mémbers responc . ~le for writing reports:
Cuts reduced four associates and five assistants, who nor-
mally*are responsible for writing thé reports, to two
associates anéhfour assistants.

3. Necessity for staff members not familiar with projects to
complete reports started by laid-off staff memggrs: OﬁE )
staff with enough seniority to escape lay-offs, but whose
programs were gliminated. were reassigned to positions in
funded programs left open vy ORE gtaff who were cut. The
fact that a program was cut did not mean, however, that no
final report on the progrém was necessary. This lgft
double work for several ORE staff members.

4. belay in analysis of data due4;0 cuts in the Division of

hata Processing: This delay only compounded the situation,
~especially when a staff member had to take over a report

from one of those staff who was cut,

5. Lay-off, reorganization and reassignment of project

24—
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personnel; As a regult of the budget reductions, administra-
tion of the reading project was reorganiéed. Reading Managers,
who were respoﬁsible for project administ?étion in each dis-
tricﬁ, were términated. So too, were all but eight reading
supervisors (one'for each district) and all‘reading consulting
and collaborating teachers on district{budgets. Reading super-
visors were retained on ‘seniority. In twé cases, managers

"bumped back" to_supervisors in their districts. In two other

instances, supervisors remained in their districts when the

. managers were cut. Because operating budget funds were most

affected by budget reductions, the seven districts with Title

I eligible schools were assigned additional reading help in

;the form of Title I reading coordinators. These positions

were filled by six former supervisors and one former manager.
There were o lack of problems in implementing this new or-
ganization. Mostly, they involved personngl. " Coordinators
repofted to supervisors, but since most of the money coming
into tﬂe districts was Title I, some coordinators looked upon
themselves as being independent. The fact that ;upervisors-
turned vCQOrdinat;rS took a pay cut, while reporting to ;heir
former equals who remained as supervisors only served to com-
plicate the situation. In one case, a former manager—turned-

coordinator was assigned to work in the same district with a

former manager-turned-supervisor. r
» ok

All of this impacted on ORE in a curious fashion. While
25+
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research associates vere unaffectgd, four research assistants
were .each assigneh to two districts to provide evalu;tion
4 service. Since they were paid by Title I funds, Title I co-
ordinators viewed_them as’an addition to their staffs (there-
by inc;easing their power). This was clearly not thé case,
since the assistants were employeeg of SRE regardless of the
fun&ing source. These problems were eventually ﬁorked out,
buﬁ until things were finally set; objectives for the 1977- .
1978 year were late in coming. |

IV. PROVIDING SERVICE BEYOND PESOURCES: THE SMALL PROJECT ASSESSMENT
SERVICE ‘

There dre tﬁo clear yet,5§hfortuﬁately, conflicting trends. First,
the need for ebaluati;n service of educational programs continues to grow.
Second, there 1s less and less money availaBle for thejpersonnel resources
necessary to conduct program evaluations in public schools. The School

District of Philadelphia and its Office of Research and Evaluation are not

at all unique.

Problems discussed in this paper are-shared nationwide. The extent
: :

to which en office of research and evaluation can provide service to clients

beyond existing personnel resources is worth exploring.

The Small Project Assessment Service (SPAS), initially developed by
Irvin J. Farber, director of the Priority Operations Evaluation Services

division of ORE, is an attempt at one such exploration.
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As a service unit, ORE receives many requests for research and evaluation
assistance. Since the majority of the resources in the office are committed
to legally required evaluations, it is imbdssible'to respond to all such re=

quests.

3

It was in an attempt to Yeal with this probie@ that the Small Project
-Asséssment Service was initiated. This éervice‘:as designed to assist
directors of -small projects XVhich do not have sufficient fqnding to provide e-
valuation resources)to assess their own pfojects so that they copuld get some
sense of degreé of movement toﬁar& their objectives. This service made’h&ail-
able to project directors the technical expertise of OREbpersonnel to help )

them in their assessment efforts and provide an end-of-year ORE program re—

view for the purpose of certifying what_occurred.

Basically, the Small Projéct Assessment Service is a four step process:

Step 1 - involves completion of the Project Outliné Form by the p;aject
director (coordinator). Once this is forwarded to ORE, it is
reviewed and assigned to a staff member ého studies the project®
description and arranges a méeting with the project.director
or.his designee. ‘

Step 2 - involves a meet;ng at which the "Project Assessment Plan" is
completed, At this meeting, a precise plan of action is out-
linedy The ORE staff member assigned to the project handles
any necessary consultations with other ORE personnel (usualiy
ﬁembers of the Division of Instructional Research and Develop-

ment).




¢ : ’ .
. .

Step 3 - fﬁe project director or his'deéignee condqcts the pfojécqif
assessment as outlined in the.Project Assessment Plen.”,
Results of this assessment'are,forwarded‘tO’the ORE_anitgr
%P sucﬁ formﬂénd at such time as.previously\agreed.c |

S;ep 4 ~ is a review of the completed asgessment effort by the_ORE
staff member éssigned to the project. If thé assessment

has been done properly and as planned, the accuracy of the

assessment is then certified by ORE.

SPAS was introduced to school district administrative personnel in
May, 1975. In the nearly three years since its introduction, it has, quite
frankly, been under utilized. Only two projects'haﬁe taken advantage of
Small Project Assessment. Both involve large numbers of students in over
~ two &ozen junior Hf@h schools, Ngithef of the projects have followed the

k4
complete four-step process.

L4

While the potential is there, SfAS has not been an overwhelming success
fo£>tﬁo main reasons. First, project personnel do not take the initiative.i
They expect the ORE staff member (who is doing‘this over and above regular
work assignments) to do the entire assessment alone. Second, SPAS data pro-
cessing requests receive the lowest priority from the Diviéion of Instruc-
tional Research and Development Services. SPAS 1is free, and while ORE's
intentions have been honorable, projects still ''get what they pay for." A
small project cannot be given the same priority for scoring gervices gh the'

funded evaluations which pay ORE salaries.

-28-
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The Small Project Qgsessment Service was not introduced here simply to

show its lack of success. Certainly this paper would be long enough without

any mention of it.at all.

=

While it needs some revision in its present form

the concept is & good one, especially in financially troubled times.

"An office of research and evaluation eould make an inVestment in itself
by assigning one staff member to SPAS full time, or by saving some pertion

of its data analysis staff time for SPAS jobs.

[

In times of financial erisis, an office of research and evaluation is
likely to find itself shrinking_in size from budget to bu&get. Such an
office must cultivate, educate and serve its clients. Small Project'Assess-

~

ment may be a way to do all three.

FINAL THOUGHTS - , '

’

The School District of Philadelphia's budget problems are not unique
among large url;an school systems " How its Office of /Research and Evaluation
managed to provide service with decreased personnel could set examples for
other research and evaluation units to follow. The degree to which the Small
Project Assessment Service is utilized is important to document. Ways to

rais§§school districts' qulective consciences about the importance of strong

research and evaluatien.officesvmuet be explored.

»,
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